The Food Purchase Program (PAA) and the National School Feeding Program (PNAE) 
INTRODUCTION
One of the main points of Brazilian public policies for strengthening family agriculture is development of institutional markets. Support policies, encouragement, and coordination of trading activities help the family farm (FF) to increase market access, considered one of the main obstacles to their development (DEFANTE et al., 2014) . In this context, two programs have great national relevance: the Food Acquisition Program (PAA) and the National School Feeding Program (PNAE).The PAA was created in 2003 by Law n.10.696 and its objectives are to support people in social vulnerability with quality food that is exclusively purchased from FF or family enterprises. In addition, the PAA also aimed to help the formation of strategic public stocks to be traded at specific times (GRISA et al., 2011) . This program comprises six operational modes: Purchase with Simultaneous Donation; Direct Buy; Support for Stock Formation; Incentive for Milk Production and Consumption; Institutional Purchase; and Seeds Acquisition. Each has a different way of access (individual or organizational), a different limit value/Statement of Fitness for PRONAF (DAP) (R$8,000.00 to R$20,000.00) and different resources origin (Ministry of Agrarian Development-MDA or Ministry of Social Development and Fight Against Hunger-MDS) (MDA, 2015) . Oliveira et al. The official formalization of school meals as a social policy occurred in 1950 where government have promoted actions in order to improve food and nutritional conditions. The denomination National School Feeding Program happened in 1979 and its goals have been progressively developed over the years. Today PNAE intended to supply at least 15% of the daily food and nutrition needs of students in public schools during their stay in the classroom, contributing growth and development, learning, school performance, and formation of healthy eating habits. Besides the food and nutrition security, the program expands its focus to rural, local, and sustantable development by the Law n. 11.947/2009 emphasizing that 30% of PNAE's operational resources are for purchasing food from FF (GONÇALVES et al., 2015) . Resources for the PNAE's implementation come from the National Fund for Education Development (FNDE) and each producer may sell up R$20,000.00/DAP/ year (MDA, 2015) . Since their implementation, PAA and PNAE have been the subject of academic and government studies. In the literature, we can find assignments of PAA's evaluation (SOUZA-ESQUERDO & BERGAMASCO, 2015) and PNAE's evaluation (TOYOYOSHI et al., 2013) in FF, as well as assessments of the combined effects (BELIK & DOMENE, 2012) . However, there is no comparative research contrasting the benefits achieved by one policy over the other. In this sense, it is very desirable to determine which one offers the most satisfactory results from the viewpoint of farmers, since FF have production scale problem (TRICHES & SCHNEIDER, 2010) to provide food to two extra markets. The results of this study will assist farmers to make better decisions regarding the trading of their products. Thus, this article evaluates and compares the socioeconomic impacts generated by PAA and PNAE on the farmer-beneficiaries of Ubá region, Minas Gerais. Moreover, as complementary objectives, it presents the main aspects of the implementation and operation of these policies, as well as a profile of the producers who participate.
MATERIAlS AND METHODS
This article has a descriptive and quantitative nature. A field survey was conducted in Ubá, Minas Gerais, between August and October, 2014. This municipality is located in Minas Gerais Forest Zone and its population is 101,519 inhabitants (3.82% reside in rural areas). Ubá's FF represents more than 80% (680) of farms, covering 50% (8,575 hectares) of municipality area (IBGE, 2015a) . Production of bananas, oranges, mangos, limes, beans, corn, cassava, and tomatoes stand out in the municipality's agriculture (IBGE, 2015b) .
In 2014, 93 and 76 producers traded on PAA and PNAE, comprising Ubá's farmers and producers from neighboring municipalies. This selection criterion of respondents was intentional, due to convenience, and not probabilistic (FREITAS et al., 2000) . Some producers could not be located, and others refused to fill out the questionnaire, resulting in a total sample of 81 (87%) and 28 (37%) PAA and PNAE's farmers, respectively.
The questionnaire was divided into two sections. The first consisted of open questions applied to program managers (year of program implementation in the city, the evolution of available resources, total number of FF, total number of products traded by FF, total number of entities and people served, each traded product, the amount paid for each product in 2014 and complementary actions). The second section applied to FF addresses open questions (gender, age, marketing channels, the production unit location) and closed questions (Likert five-points):income; price paid for the product; production; food quality; access to rural credit; durable and nondurable goods; housing comfort; and use of pesticides.
RESUlTS AND DISCUSSIONS

Implementation and operation of PAA and PNAE in Ubá
Although nationally In 2012, MDS transferred R$545,445.65 to Ubá's PAA for the purchase of 188 tons of food, which represented an increase of 98% over the previous year ( Figure 1 ). In subsequent years there were reductions in the volume of resources and products, because of the replacement of agreements between MDS and municipalities by Adhesion Therm (direct payment to producer via bank) and for updatingthe SISPAA system. In 2012, Ubá's PNAE received a total of R$1,019,684.19 (R$879,588.00 from FNDE, and R$140,093.19 from cityhall), which 33.22% of this total was directed to the FF respecting the Law n. 11.947/2009. In later years, the growing demands from schools because of number of students and the price paid for food caused gradual increase in total resources, resulting in the transfer of R$681,785.22 (40.97% of the total) to FF through the acquisition of 263 tons of food.
Products traded in PAA total 39 types are intended to 34 entities of the municipality's social support network comprising 3,964 people in social vulnerability (Table 1) . PNAE trade 27 types of foods, which are distributed to 67 public schools supplying nutrition needs of 6,976 students in Ubá.
Purchases are made through public calls no bidding, which makes marketing process more dynamic. The main foods traded in both programs are fruit, vegetables in natura, tubers, beans, animal products, and FF sell processed foods (e.g., cornmeal cake and marmalade) only to PAA (Table 2) , because PNAE has specific suppliers for these foods, prioritizing mainly price and economies of scale. Bisedes that, quantity of food traded in PNAE is almost twice higher than PAA because the large number of students.
Farmers' profile and the socioeconomic impacts of PAA and PNAE
Most farmers (65.43% of PAA and 85.71% of PNAE) are male, with a mean age of 48 years old, and all trade their products at fairs, supermarkets, greengrocers, restaurants, agribusinesses, CEASA in Ubá and neighboring city, and also Uba's institutional markets. In addition, 65% of PAA producers and 46% of PNAE producers have their rural property in Ubá, although the headquarters of the programs being in this city, producers from Visconde do Rio Branco, Tocantins, Guidoval, Piraúba, Guarani, and Guiricema also participate in Ubá's PAA and PNAE because of proximity (maximum 40km). Lack of foods motivated the program managers to seek alternative sources of supply in locations near Ubá.
In Ubá's PAA and PNAE, each producer provided an individual food and the limits of annual participation are R$8,000.00 and R$20,000.00, respectively. Of the producers' total, 77% of PAA's producers and 89% PNAE's producers stated that their income has increased after starting trading within the studied policies, with no statistical difference between the samples (Table 3) . However, the increase in the annual income of PNAE's producers (R$8,970.85) was higher than that observed in farmers providing to PAA (R$3,950.06), because of PNAE's demand is higher (Figure 1 ) and its have smaller number of farmers.
To effective and continuous trade, PAA and PNAE's price need to be attractive to producers. Thus, 57% of PAA's producers and 89% of PNAE's believe that food prices paid for their products under these programs are higher than in other regional markets. However, PAA's food has higher prices than PNAE ( Table 2) , showing that management program don`t use the same base markets. Before 2013, PNAE sets its prices by using the reference of the PAA, although FNDE resolution n.26 defined the PNAE's prices will be established on the average values in the main regional markets. There are no statistical differences between the perceptions of PAA and PNAE's producers (Table 3) , because price variation is only R$0.15. According to ROSSI (2015) , PAA provided expansion of production through insertion of new cultivars such as the increase of atual crops. In these sense results showed that 57% of the farmers trade with PAA and 61% of those who trade with PNAE increased their production and 56% and 49% of PAA's and PNAE's producers diversify their production to meet the specific programs demand. Farmers and local managers assert availability of management and practice course contributed to this.
PAA and PNAE provided social interactions among economic agents (farmers, managers and program staff, local and regional dealers), holding information exchanges that could create opportunities for new employment in alternative marketing channels. Despite this fact, 52% of PAA and 43% of PNAE, said that there was no entry into new marketing channels from entering the program and there are - (Table 3) . Uba horticultural markets are already fully established and new possibilities of commercialization occurs only in other municipalities, which depending on location increase logistics costs infeasible trade. PAA and PNAE have, as a principle, trading products of good quality. Delivery of food is carried out in the presence of a responsible fiscal authority, which certifies that the products are in acceptable conditions. To try to ensure this quality, Ubá'sPAA and PNAE, in addition to the productivity-enhancing courses, also provided quality assurance courses in food handling and transportation. Thus, there is a significant difference between the perceptions of producers about quality (Table 3) , PNAE has a stricter "quality standard" (WITTMAN & BLESH, 2015) prioritizing the appearance and uniformity of food.
----------------------------PAA--------------------------------------------------------PNAE--------------------------
Increase in income can improve the quality of life for producers. Considering the surveyed farmers, 65% of PAA and 68% of PNAE said their material goods increased and 60% of PAA producers and 57% of PNAE said they had improved the comfort of their houses after starting participation in policies. PAA and PNAE do not extend rural credit to farmers; however, the public extension service has direct contact with producers and it is able to develop projects that enable greater chances of access to credit. Thus, 32% of PAA's producers and 46% of PNAE's producers reported that access to rural credit increased after the policy. ROSSI (2015) asserts the request for higher loan volumes can be attributed to the expansion of crops, and the need for improvements in production systems, resulting in higher costs and investments. Although there were no statistical differences between the two groups (PAA and PNAE) ( Table 3) .
Agrocological and organic agriculture emerged in Brazil in eighties, with the growing awareness to preserve environment, occurred the expansion of the organic production system (CUNHA et al., 2010) . PAA and PNAE encourage agroecological and organic food paying 30% more than conventional products (FNDE, 2015) . Despite that, interviews showed that 40% of the PAA producers and 54% of PNAE producers maintained the same quantity of agrotoxic and remain producers reduced because of insecticide's price.
CONClUSION
PAA and PNAE are public policies that are presenting interesting impacts on the dynamics of FF providing positive socioeconomic benefits to Ubá's farmers and neighboring municipalities. Although, trading values are below the established limits, these programs have increased producer's income (PNAE's amount is almost twice higher) remunerating FF products like regional markets (PAA's prices are higher for all products). FF who produce smaller scale and more diversified products must sell to PAA, because its demand is smaller and comprises more variety. On the other hand, larger scale and smaller variety farmers should trade to PNAE, because larger number of people assisted. Processed foods are not included in products sold from FF to PNAE. Public call may include them incorporating new FF and maintaining cultural and dietary habits of municipaly. Both programs prioritize variables.
- high quality products. According to WITTMAN & BLESH (2015) , standard of food quality in PNAE is more severe than PAA. In fact, there is a perception that program managers are stricter with the quality of products for PNAE prioritizing the appearance and uniformity of food. This may be a limiting factor for many farmers, since lack of storage and appropriate vehicles reduce considerably food quality. These programs improve the interaction between economic agents and encourage the production of organic; although, new market channels and organic products are not seen as a positive impact to most Ubá's producers. In theory it can be explained by the current situation of Uba's markets and the difficulty of producing food with no pesticides. The limitation of this study comes from the data collection method, producers' perception of socioeconomic impacts. Seeking to have more coherent vision of the problem, new studies may use specific methodologies to assess the impact of public policies. Also, this research was restricted to Ubá and region, future research may address the reality of other cities and compare the results. Besides that, PNAE's sample has significant percentage difference compared to PAA which in theory could explain the results. In addition, new researches may focus on political characteristics as operational, bureaucratic, and institutional barriers aspects, in order to better understanding of the reality of PAA and PNAE in Brazil.
